as Clamence and the reader are now situated on the same plane; my translation). Although
Hamid's text has been read less in terms of its narrative modalities and more with a view to its political agenda, when the text's narrative is invoked, some slippage can be identified there as well:
Written in an extremely unlikely direct address to a listener hailed throughout in the Although it is self-evident that the fictitious interlocutor should no more be conflated with the reader than the narrator with the author, the recurrence of such critical slippages is worth investigating further. What "gaps" or prompts are generated by the use of the implied dialogue: when and why do we "read in" or "into" The Fall and The Reluctant Fundamentalist? To begin with, the reader is most distanced from the position of addressee (strictly speaking, of narratee) when the narrative focuses on the somatic present of the fictional interlocutory act and stresses the status of the fictional interlocutor as character. This can take various forms, the simplest of which is perhaps physical description. Hamid's narrator, for instance, comments on his interlocutor's Des Moines suit and button-down shirt before continuing: "your expansive chest-the chest, I would say, of a man who benchpresses regularly . . . are typical of a certain type of American" (1-2). This is similar to the effect of Camus' physical descriptions of the interlocutor: "Vous avez à peu près mon âge . . . vous êtes à peu près bien habillé, c'est-à-dire comme on l'est chez nous, et vous avez les mains lisses" (12) (13) ; "You are roughly my age . . . ; you're more or less well dressed, as people are in our country, and you have soft hands," Fall 6). Hamid's description of a besuited bench-presser and a reprise of the opening sentence of each text serve as a reminder that both fictitious interlocutors are clearly characterized as male: "My good sir, I wonder if I might venture to offer you some help?" (Fall 3); "Excuse me, sir, but may I be of assistance?" (Reluctant 1). This characterization is underlined throughout the two works, from "Mais je me retire, monsieur" (7; "I'm off, Monsieur," Fall 3) to "Ah, mon cher" (139; "Ah, my dear fellow," Fall 83; cf. 144-45, Fall 87), or Hamid's consistent use of the appellation "sir" from the start of The Reluctant Fundamentalist to the very last sentence: "But why are you reaching into your jacket, sir?" (209) . Curiously, such gendered characterization does not preclude critical slippage and apparent blind spots. In The Cambridge Companion to Camus, David Ellison states: "When Clamence, in the first sentence of the text, says, 'May I, Monsieur, offer my services without running the risk of intruding?' the reader has the impression that he or she is being addressed" (180). Not this reader. Dominick LaCapra, who suggests that gender issues in Camus' text are worth exploring further (an observation that could usefully be applied to The Reluctant Fundamentalist), inexplicably goes on to remark that "one also tends to assume that Clamence's interlocutor is a man" (89-90, n. 12) .
If the physical characterization of the intradiegetic interlocutor can, it seems, be overlooked-perhaps especially by male readers with suitably manly chests-this may be partly because there is no need for inferential input --no real readerly "work" is prompted by such descriptions. The same can also be said of implied actions or gestures carried out by the 6 interlocutor. Here Camus and Hamid differ slightly in the technique each employs. In The Fall, information relating to the somatic movements of the fictional interlocutor is rarely, if ever, redundant to the context of the dialogic present: "L'étonnement que je rencontrais généralement chez mes auditeurs, leur gêne un peu réticente, assez semblable à celle que vous montrez-non, ne protestez pas" (101; "The astonishment that I usually met with in my listeners and their rather reticent embarrassment, a bit like the embarrassment that you are showing me now-no, don't deny it" Fall 59); "Vous partez déjà?" (14; "Are you leaving already?" Fall 7); "Arrêtons-nous, voulez-vous, sous ce porche. Bon" (59; "Let's stop, shall we, under this porch? Good," Fall 34); "Oh! avez-vous bien fermé la porte? Oui?" (133; "Now, have you locked the door properly? Yes?" Fall 80). While Hamid replicates this pattern on some occasions-"Your shrug is inscrutable" (Reluctant 18); "for you, sir, continue to appear ill at ease" (Reluctant 35)-there are other, considerably less adroit, examples: "You prefer that seat, with your back so close to the wall?" (Reluctant 2); "But what is that? Ah, your mobile phone! . . . Will you not answer it? . . . But you are opting to write a text message instead" (Reluctant 34). In such cases, where information is clearly redundant to the diegetic exchange (does the interlocutor really need to be told he is sending a text message?), the reader may well fleetingly assume the position of addressee: not, however, that of the narrator, but rather that of the author, whose shadowy presence is summoned by (what I regard here as) the text's aesthetic infelicities.
Whereas physical descriptions of the interlocutor elicit minimal readerly input, the reconstruction of unrepresented speech requires a little more effort. Interrogation and implied repetition are used in both texts to suggest what remains unsaid: "How did I know you were American?" (Reluctant 2); "Yes, they are attractive" (Reluctant 18); "no, you are right: I am being dishonest" (Reluctant 26); "Fascinante? Voilà un adjectif que je n'ai pas entendu depuis longtemps" (10; "Fascinating? There's an adjective I haven't heard for a long time," Fall 5); "Comment? Quel soir? J'y viendrai" (36; "What? Which evening? I'll get to it," Fall 21); "Cette femme? Ah! je ne sais pas vraiment" (76; "The woman? I can't really tell you," Fall 44). Hamid's technique differs little from Camus' in this instance, and, indeed, barring what I regard as the stylistic shortcomings noted above, the characterization of the absent interlocutor in terms of his physical status, acts, gestures, and speech is similar in both texts, and in all cases establishes-or should establish-a clear distance between the reader and the interlocutor. The Reluctant Fundamentalist does, however, differ from its predecessor in three significant respects: the nature of the narrator's retrospective account; the (implied) relations between narrator and interlocutor as marked by the use of first-person plural pronouns; and the extent and degree of self-reflexive or metafictional comment. As Hamid's narrator recounts the events that took place in his recent past, the present dialogic situation is often understated; on occasion, it is even eclipsed altogether to be replaced by a straightforward retrospective narration from which the fictional interlocutor seems to have been more or less expunged. Changez's account of the job interview that took place some three years previously, for instance, includes both reported and direct speech ("'I'm sure you're smart', he said," 7; "I said I was from Lahore," 8; "Again I said, 'Yes,'" 9), with only the occasional reminder of the present interlocutory context: "I fell silent. I am, as you can see, normally quite happy to chat" (7; my emphasis); "Jim leaned back in his chair and crossed his legs at the knee, just as you are doing now. Then he said . . ." (9; my emphasis). There are more extreme examples: the account of Changez's visit to Erica's family home, which includes a significant amount of dialogue ("'It's done,' she said solemnly. . . . I asked, '"It" being?' 'My manuscript,' she said," 58), runs from page 55 to page 61 with no obtrusive markers of the present interlocutory context. By sharp contrast Clamence's account of his past in The Fall not only returns the reader to the present dialogic 8 context more frequently, but also includes very little reported or direct speech from the narrator's past. 4 What are we to make of this difference? Within the terms of the diegetic narrative contract, we could say that Hamid's text implies a markedly greater suspension of disbelief on the part of the fictional interlocutor-who tacitly accepts the premise that Changez recalls details and conversations from the past-than is required of Clamence's dialogic partner. The presence of extended passages of narrative that occlude the present interlocutionary context could also be read in terms of a deliberate strategy adopted by Hamid's narrator:
Scheherazade-like, Changez strives to spin as lively a tale as possible, complete with recreated-or invented-direct speech, in order to distract his potentially dangerous interlocutor. Or has Hamid simply failed adequately to integrate the narrative device of the implied dialogue into his work (the reader cannot suspend disbelief), producing an unsatisfactory narrative hybrid? The issue of intentionality is foregrounded whichever reading we choose.
Both narrators obviously attempt to manipulate their fictional interlocutors: Clamence in order to reduce his own burden of guilt by provoking a confession, Changez-we assume-with a view to avoiding, or perhaps instigating, a physical attack. The representation of the relations between narrator and interlocutor, however, differs significantly. From early on in The Fall Clamence constructs complicity and community especially, though not exclusively, via use of first-person pronouns. A shared "you and I"-"notre ami lui-même" (8; "our friend here," Fall 4, referring to the waiter)-opens out to "nos concitoyens" (10; "our fellow citizens," Fall 5) and thence to even broader collective identities: "Je rêve parfois de ce que diront de nous les historiens futurs" (10; "I sometimes try to imagine what future historians will say about us," Fall 5); "Avez-vous remarqué que la mort seule réveille nos sentiments" (36; "Have you observed that only death awakens our feelings?" Fall 21); "Ah! chère planète! Tout y est clair maintenant. Nous nous connaissons, nous savons ce dont nous sommes capables" (50; "Oh, our dear planet! It's all clear now. We know ourselves, we know what we're capable of," Fall 29). A quite different pattern is established in The Reluctant Fundamentalist. When Changez recounts his pre-crisis days the pronoun "we" designates a number of collective identities: "We international students were sourced from around the globe" (4); "the women among us Princetonians" (26) Changez notes: "everything I have told you thus far happened, for all intents and purposes, more or less as I have described" (135); and, "I am not in the habit of inventing untruths! And moreover, even if I were, there is no reason this incident would be more likely to be false than any of the others I have related to you" (172-73). 7 Clamence asks: "Les mensonges ne mettent-ils pas finalement sur la voie de la vérité? Et mes histoires, vraies ou fausses, ne tendent-elles pas toutes à la même fin . . . ?" (125-26; "Don't lies in the end put us on the path to truth? And don't my stories, true or false, point to the same conclusion?" Fall 75).
Although both Changez and Clamence thus gesture towards their potential unreliability as narrators, there is a difference in the type and degree of self-reflexivity in the two texts that is crucial to the act of reading them. Only in The Fall do we find extensive metanarration-defined here as "the narrator's comments on the discourse or the process of narration"-more specifically, "proprio-metanarration" or "autoreferential comments on the narrator's own act of narrating" (Nünning 16, 30 ). Clamence's observation regarding his knowing use of pronouns forms part of a longer metanarrative explanation that his entire narrative is a trap, his confession a lure individually tailored to a succession of interlocutors. Sartre's belief that Camus had withdrawn from the historical process seems to be borne out in
The Fall, which, with its minimalist referencing of historical events, appears rather to figure Clamence as a modern day Everyman, the Janus rather than the janissary turned It is not my intention to discuss these readings further or to multiply examples; my aim has rather been to link The Fall's formal properties to its (re)historicized and (re)politicized reception and to provide a point of comparison with Hamid's text. As noted above, readings of The Reluctant Fundamentalist, with its self-reflexive rather than metanarrative qualities, have arisen from the gaps and inconsistencies within the diegesis.
Given the ample intratextual material, critics have made Hamid's text a work "about" a post-9/11 or post-"War on Terror" world, or "about" the problematic negotiation of hybrid national and political identities, "reading in," we might say, rather than "into" the text. In what follows I would like to sketch out a reading that moves away from these agendas. As was the case with the reception of The Fall, which saw the return of the author via paratextual material, this reading will also invoke the figure of the author, albeit in different ways.
Crises are not just the preserve of narrators like Clamence and Changez. As Sarah Brouillette observes, "the author as a figure we attach to literary production seems to be experiencing something of an identity crisis" (11) . Theoretical paradigms announced the "death of the author" quite some time ago, but the author has returned thanks to the critical turn to material culture, the study of the acquisition and distribution of economic and symbolic capital in the global cultural field. And if authors in general are increasingly implicated, for instance, as "brands" in sales and marketing campaigns, certain writers, This is all well and good, but what can be made of this reading, which takes us away from the usual focus on hybrid national identities and international politics? As was the case with The Fall, interpretation now becomes a highly speculative "reading into" rather than "reading in." First, setting aside qualms about invoking biographical authors, it seems that there is something of Hamid not just in Changez (attending Princeton, working for a global firm, assuming a "mongrel" identity) 14 but also in his aspiring novelist, Erica. We learn of the latter that "her creative thesis had been a work of long fiction that had won an award at Princeton" (33). Hamid took creative writing classes at Princeton, where he wrote the first draft of his novel Moth Smoke for a fiction workshop (Greenwood). Erica's writing is represented as a mode of therapy ("I used to turn to it, my writing, when I needed to get something out that was stuck inside" 127), a notion apparently not unfamiliar to Hamid:
"Writing the book-his second-was a form of therapy, the author says. It allowed him to explore the issues with which he is grappling in his personal life, including his relationship with the United States and Pakistan" (Greenwood) . Based on this paratextual information one might hazard that the dispatching of the character Erica in Camus-esque manner and her subsequent incorporation into Changez represent the subsumption of both early authorial writings and, perhaps, a moving beyond the notion of writing as therapy or, pace Clamence, confession.
This tentative autobiographical reading, which relies on paratextual material relating to Camus for inspiration," and "I also arrived at what I hoped was an appropriately permeable form, a dramatic monologue, a half-conversation spoken to 'you' that leaves it to the reader to supply its missing context."
2 "'They [the janissaries] were Christian boys,' he explained, 'captured by the Ottomans and trained to be soldiers in a Muslim army'" (Reluctant 172); "There really could be no doubt: I was a modern-day janissary, a servant of the American empire at a time when it was invading a country with a kinship to mine" (Reluctant 173).
